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Summary Statement

We pre<ert evidence supporting the hypothess that systematc attemgs are being made to maripulate the
reaults of the 2008 Demccraitc presdertial nomination conteg, through overt means such ascrossover
voting by non-Demaocrats, and through covert mears targeted at the electronic vote tabulation proces
itself. The net effect hasbeento prolong the nomination battle and sharpenits negativity, thereby
boosting the prospects of the Republicannomineeand making more plausible his OvctoryOin
NovemberlN either by anhoneg count, or through continued exploitation of the proven secuity
vulnerahlitiesin Americanvoting systems

Introduction

Pertaps John McCain is, asHumphrey Bogart says of the young Bulgarian who wins the money for his
familyO=xit visa atthe roulette table in Casablanca, Opist alucky guy.OLucky thatthe Demccrats find
themslveslockedinto a protracted primary sea®n inexorabein its dynamicsand increasngly
dedructiveinitsimpact Lucky that Hillary Clinton hasbeenmagcally revived eachtime she hasfound
herself on elecioral life support, to assume a position just far enough behind Barack Obamato be induced
to resort to degperate measuresand increasngly-negative ads, yet not so far behind asto be forcedto bow
out. Lucky that dynamicsostensibly out of McCain's control have combinedto give him such material
asistarce.

Pertaps. But thereis compelling evidence that something otherthanluck is atwork. With 82% of
Americans polled convincedthe nation is on the wrong track, self-degruction by the Demccratic party is
the only remaining cred ble means by which, come 2008, the GOP could sustain the perpetual rule
ernvisionedby Karl Rove. (Rove, of course, hashardy retiredand is now working from home, beyond
the reach of the mardatory email backup systeminstalled atthe White House just before he left to Opend
timewith hisfamily.O) The goal of Democratic party self-degruction in 2008 could most reliably be
brought to pass by one progression of everts, one choreography: if a cardidate, Hilary Clinton, known for
her serse of ertitlemen, lifelong ambtion, tenacityN and willingness to go necativeN could be placed
and kept in a degerate but not quite hopeless position, the reault would follow, quite predctably.

What the mainstream meda have now set up and trumpeted asanepc Otood feudOin the Democratic
Party, whether or not it actually underminesthe partyOsrospectsin November, will certainly pre-
egalblish a plausible OeplamationOfor the defeatof whoever the Democratic nominee turns out to be. The
sameistrue for US Serate and House races where Democrats areheavily favoredto expard their
majorities giventhe large number of open seas this November that were formerly held by Republican
incumbents and a string of recert special elecion victories But Democratic congressional cardidatesin
both housesareargually now facing the prospect of negative coattails. By setting the stage for post-
elecion OginOfor the Presdertial and congressional racesin November, any outcome-determinative



elecoral maripulations would becane much less OfiockingO,and that much less likely to trigger
invedigation and ultimate detection.

Thisjaundicedoverview of the Democratic primary season” is unfortunately supportedby a body of
evidencethat goeswell beyond the odd aromaly or two. Whenwe examineN asthe medahassteadagly
refusedto doN the numbers ard disparitiesdiscoveredin a parace of key statesthat determinedthe path
the Democraic conted hastakento date, we find atelling pattern This patternis consistert with a
tactical manpulation of the primary election vote counts in the service of the strategc choreagraphy
alludedto above: keeping Clinton in the raceand deerate.

There aresound reasons why the Clinton campaign itself is not amang the suspects: if ClintonOsampaign
or supportershadthe capacity and the will to alter election outcomes it is rea®nable to conclude that she
would have won, or atleas be aheadin, the race; and the ownership and operaton of electronic voting
equipmert remains almost exclusively in the seaetive hands of verdors (Diebold/Premier, ES&S, Hart,
and Sequoia) with avowedy right-wing Republicanpolitical sympathies

Our examination includesthe Demcacratic primariesin the following key states New Hampshire,
Massaclusetts, Rhode Island, Texas Ohio, and Pemsylvania, eachof which hadsurprising and
unexpectedreallts. In each of thee critical elections therewasa signifi cart pro-Clinton disparity when
comparing pre-election surveys and Elecion Day exit polls against the offi cial vote counts.

1/8/08: New Hampshire

This wasthefirst of the Omuat-winsOfor Clinton. She wert into New Hampshire on the heek of an
emharassing third-placefinish in lowa and a 20%+ defeatin Wyoming, hadlost momertum, and was
trailing by substartial margnsin every pre-elecion poll in the Grarite state (the range wasfrom 5% to
13%, with ObamaOsard ClintonOsnterral polling both also showing a double-digit Obama margn).
Observersconsistertly reported Obamaralliesthat were far larger and more erthusiadic. There wasno
sign of a Clinton groundswell. Yeton Election Night the votersapparertly changedtheir minds, and gave
hera 3% victory.

The meda pundits scratchedtheir callecive heads and scrambedto explain this stunning reversal, which
would have beenremarkable enough if it had beena double-digit shift from asingle reputabe tracking
poll, but wastruly staggering whenviewed against the backdrop of the ertire phalanx of tracking polls.
There waspalpable graging at strawsN but never even a hint that perhaps the polls hadit right ard
something waswrong with the vote counts.

Nor wasthere a mertion that the first posted National Election Pool (NEP) exit poll had Obamaahead
39.4% to 38.1%, while earlier unposted NEP exit polls put Obamafurther ahead Thefirst posted exit
poll wasalread/ weightedto a carefully calibrated demographic profile of the elecorate, ard therefore as
reliabe anindicabor of voterinternt asis available. Indeed, that first-posted exit poll may already have
beenpartially adustedtoward conformity with the incoming vote counts, therely understating the

' There were significant oddities on the Republican side as well, beyond the scope of our analysis here.



apparert exit poll-vote count disparity. Thatexit poll waslargely spot-on for the other cardidates only
Clinton and Obamas exit poll numbersshifted signifi cantly asvoteswere tabulated

The mainstreammeda also did not mertion the extraordinary disparity betweenvotesthat were counted
by hand (Obama + 6.5% head-to-headwith Clinton) and those tabulated by computerized optical scan
devices(Clinton + 5.5% headto-head with Obama). Although the counting method (machine vs. hard)
wasnot strictly homogeneausly distributedthroughout the state, neither wasit clusteredin such a way
thatwould readly explain the huge statistical disparity in reaults.

Whenconsidering benign rea®ns for such surprising and unexpected outcomes convertional
explamations all begn and end with the unquedionedbelief that the computerizedvote counts are valid.
Quite anassumption in light of the parade of anomalies disparities and machne failureswitnessed
nationwide since the advert ard proliferaion of computerizedvote counting. Offi cial electon reauilts are
assumedvalid, eventhough the votesaretahulated by secretsoftware’ conceaked on memay cards
immune to inspecton and under the strict proprietary control of anoutsourcedcorporate vendor; in New
Hampshire, the verdor is LHS, about which unamswered quegions abound.

In anon-going eplogue, the New Hamgshire primary remans under scrutiny. Invegigators areamassing
detailedeviderce of pervadve mistahulation, focusedin certain counties On the Democratic side, there
were analaming number of polling sitesreporting more votesthanvoters Recainting wasrendered
effectively useless by a nonexistent chain of custody, which pemitted more thanamgde opportunity for
ballot substitution and revision. Memory cards were reported ashaving beeneragd and werenever macke
available to invedigators. Evensometing asbadc asarecaciliation of the number of ballots delivered
to number of ballots voted, spoiled and uncag wasladcing. Nor wasthere recanciliation of number of
voterscheckedin at the polls to number of ballots cag.

At thisfirst critical turning point in the Democratic contes an Obamavictory would have, in the view of
most aralysts, effectively ended ClintonOsampaign. ThatvictoryN awguredin pre-election polling, exit
polls, and hand-counted ballotsN vanishedinto the black box scamers provided by Diebold and
programmedby LHS. Instead Clinton wascredtedwith a stunning comeback, givennew life, and the
nomination battle continued

2/5/2008: Super Tuesday

Suwper Tueday wasessertially a standoff, each candidate doing what wasnecessary to remain viabe.
There were however, several exit poll-vote count disparitiesfar beyond the expected margn of errar,
eachinvolving a shift toward Clinton.

2 Remarkably enough, we know with certainty that the precise model of optical scan voting equipment in usein
NH, Diebold Accuvote OS Model 1.94W, is vulnerable to outcome-altering manipulation by insiders. A live
demonstration on that very Diebold model was captured in the HBO documentary (Hacking DemocracyQ



In Massachusetts, another LHS state like New Hampshire, the shift wasawhopping 15.5%, turning a
projected narrow Obamavictory into a 15% Clinton rout. In Ari zona, site of some of the most dubious
counting articsover the pag several election cycles the pro-Clinton shift was11%, again reversng the
outcome.And in New Jersey, where machinesare currertly under high scrutiny supportedby a court
order, the shift was8.6%. Each of these shifts waswell beyond the margn of error of the regective polls.
Eachrealltedin shiftsin delegate count to ObamaDsletriment, aswell asthe loss of two victoriesthat
would have put a very different complexion on the outcome of Super Tuesday asa whole. The overall
effect was again, to maintain CIintonC)SIiatiIity.

3/4/2008: Ohio, Rhode Island, Texas

In the weels following Super Tuesday, Obamaracked up a succession of impressive winsN including
every caucus state, where vote counting is oftenfaceto-face, and subjectto greater scrutiny. Asareallt
he pulled well aheadin the delegate count, and beganto take on the martle of inevitahility.

Once more, pundits were calling the race all but over, and Texas and Ohio wereoftendescribed as
Clinton®sag stand. She neededwins in both states it wasfl atly stated, to continuein the race.Even
ClintonO®wn campaign conceded asmuch. In the weeks before the election, Obamahad closedaninitial
gapin both statesand wasrunning evenor aheadin pre-elecion polling.

Ohio
In Ohio once again we areconfronted with a discrepancy betweenexit polls and official tallies

The initial publishedexit poll, posted shortly after poll closing, showeda 3% Clinton margn (51.1% to
47.9%), while the final offi cial vote count showeda 10% Clinton margn (54.3% to 44.0%). This
disparity waswell outside the exit pollOsnargn of error.

The offi cial vote count wasalso a signifi cart departure from a compendium of pre-electon polls, which
showed Obama gaining ground and approacting equality.

Viewedin isolation, Ohio could be explained asa Ohte Clinton surgeCthat caught the pre-election
pollstersby surprise. Primariesare indeedfluid and volatile, aselections go, and there werereports of
organizedattempts to encourage Republicancrossover voting for Clinton, though the Republican
crossover vote may have beenless robust thaninitially reported It canalso plawsibly be viewedas
arotherin a succession of Grover storiegd(for examge, the masive but phantom after-dinner Evangelical
turnout offered up by Rove asafactor in reversng the outcomein 2004) that could well provide a
relatively bernign explanation for more nefarious operatons.

But insteadthere wasaparade of contedsin importart statesin the 2008 nomination battlein whicha
substartial exit poll-vote count disparity workedin ClintonOgavorN including New Hampshire,
Massaclusetts, Illinois, New Jersey, Arkansas Arizona, California, and now Ohio and, aswe will see,
Texasand Rhode Island.

® See http://www.usatoday.com/news/politics/el ection2008/poll-tracker.htm



In contrag, we have observedto date no battleground state primary with asignificart* exit poll-vote count
disparity in Obama's favor.

Same have invokedthe so-called OBad ey effectOto account for this string of disparities According to
thistheary, some white voterswho would not vote for a black cardidate in the privacy of the voting booth
areOsameddinto indicating to pollsters(i.e., in public) thatthey chose that candidate. But researchinto
the Bradey effect hasegabishedthatit is, at bes, aninconsistert and relatively rare phenomeron, very
unlikely to accaunt for such a pervasve patternasidertifiedabove. It isonly if oneisunwilling to
consider ary possibility of computerizedvote mistabulation that such superficially plausible theariesas
the Bradey effect take their placein the front of the line of explanations.

Rhode Island

The exit poll-vote count disparity in Rhode Island was 14.1%; the exit poll posted after poll closing had
Clinton up 4.1% (51.6% to 47.5%) over Obama, yet the offi cial vote count had Clinton up 18.2% (58.8%
to 40.6%). Thisis far outside the exit pollOsnargin of error, and on apar with the similarly perplexing
and bizarre 15.5% disparity favoring Clinton in Massachusetts on Super Tuesday. It isrea®nabeto ak,
if exit polls arethis far off, why bother exit polling? (Or perhaps just asrea®nable to ak, if vote counts
arethis far off, why bother voting?)

Texas

In Texastherewasarelatively modeg 4% discrepancy betweenthe first posted exit polls and offi cial
talliesN in the usual direction and largerthanthe margn of error, and also in this cas, withheld from the
public until more thananhour after poll closing. While most primary exit polls are posteda few minutes
after the polls close, anhour's delay erablesamgde opportunity for adustmert of exit polls toward
conformity with the incoming vote count, and so the postedexit polls may understate the magnitude of
the discrepancy.

But the disparity in Texasbetweenearly voting reaults vs. Elecion Day in-precinct voting wasof
staggering proportions that seenedto defy explanmation.

The ealied returns posted on network websitesshowed atotal of approximately 740,000 votescag in the
Democratic primary with 0% of precincts reporting. This wasthe early/absenteevote tally, whichin some
statesis tabulatedand availabe for releag immedately upon poll closing. ObamaOsote at that point was
436,034 to 303,276 for Clinton, or 59% to 41%, an 18% margin.

But by the timethe counting wasdone the next morning, Clinton hada51% to 48% victory . .. a
whopping 27% margn reversal.

What waseven more stunning, however, wasthat Clinton had caught up to Obamabefore evena quarter
of the election day vote hadbeentallied with 23% of elecion day precincts reporting and almost exacly

* In this case significant means Qarger than the exit poll margin of error.O



asmary at-precinct votesasearly votescounted, the overal count stood at Obama 711,759, Clinton
711,183 (49%-49%), a deadheat

To catth up so quickly and produce those numbers, Clinton hadto win the at-precinct vote in that quarter
of Texasprecincts by 59% to 41%... an exact reversal of the early voting Obamalandslide.

What we saw in Texaswereessertially equal and opposite landslides, asif we were observing two not
only separat but radcaly divergert electorates one that chose to vote ealy and one that chose to go to
the polls.

The ealy voting period in Texasextends from 17 days to four days prior to the election. Ordinarily
explanations for a divergence of such magnitude, particularly in intra-party contess, would be due to
time-critical phenomenra such aslate-breaking gaffes scardals, debate blowouts and the like. But there
wasno such occurerce.

During the ealy voting period the average of 13 pre-election polls showed Clinton 45.6%, Obama46.7%.
In the three days before the election, after the early voting period had ended, the average of eight polls
wasClinton 46.8%, Obama46.1%, a very modes change and certainly not the 21% mega-reversal
displayed by the early voting and at-precinct vote counts.

While thereis no obvious explaration for the pattern observed, one hypotheds worthy of invedigation is
that one set of counting equipmert (either ealy-voting or at-precinct voting) wasaccesedby malicious
insidersand manipulated If the patternof pro-Clinton shifts were to hold, the placeto invegigate first
would of course be the at-precinct voting equipment and county certral tabulators.

Having won Ohio ard Texas Clinton remainedviale but still in dire straits, leadng directy to the most
polarizing and divisive phase of the nomination battle.

4/23/08: Pennsylvania

In the Ogietdinterval during the six weels prior to the Pemsylvaria primary, the effects of ClintonOs
revived (but precaious) position had amgde opportunity to play out. The Clinton campign wert on the
offensive, with the type of personal, negative attacks that both campaigns had previously eshewed
Obamawasrelertlessly portrayed aselitist and out-of-touch by the Clinton campaign (and by Clinton
herself), a depiction the mainstream meda beganto echo almost asrelertlessly. And, sure enough,
inciderts emergedthat playedinto this depictionN most notady Reverend WrightOsemons and
Obamad®wn quote that seemedto both pigeanhole and patronize the working-class votersof
Pemsylvarnia. Thes wererepayed by the mainstreammedain anendless barrage of coverag, all keyed
to the theme that Obama might be too out-of-touch, and too close to the radcal blackfringe, to be
presidert.

Obamaappearedto succesfully counterthatround of negative attacks, and it appearedto havelittle or no
impactin his polling support nationwide Bnor, indeed in Pemsylvania. Obamawernt into the April 23
primarytrailing Clinton by 5% or less in pre-election polls, with no late movemert to Clinton detected It
wasviewed asessertial by mainstreammeda pundits that Clinton win Oly double digitsOto maintain her
viahility and pick up the momertum requiredto win decisive superdelegate support.



First-posted exit polls® for Pemsylvaniarefl ecied pre-elecion expectations, with Clinton leadng 51.6%
to 47.8%, a 3.8% margn. By late in the evening, however, with the count mostly in, it wasClinton by
9.4%--close erough for the morning papers networks, and websitesto leadwith ClintonOauble-digitO
win.

Aswith New Hampshire, Ohio, and Texas therewasa wide range of irregularities glitches and vote
suppression inciderts reported Again, anexit poll disparity beyond the margn of error. Again, a
departure, in the familiar direction, from the range of pre-elecion polling.

And once again the final reault wasthat Clinton receved just enough to sustain her campaign, her
Oduble-digitOvictory, courtesy of ageneraus round-off.

The Upshot

Just aswith a spacesip's carefuly-calibrated mid-course correctons that make an ultimate difference of
millions of miles it doesnot take muchto radically change the course of a multi-elecion political conted.
A few quick bursts from the retrorockets at the right momert(s) will do the trick.

Of course the dynamicsof a campaign canchange legitimately, asarealt of the thrust and parry proces,
exposure of weaknesses refutation of apparert inevitahlity, etc.

But the shift in dynamics of the 2008 Democratic nomination conted strongly correlated with a string of
elecion reallts that raised serious redfl ags independent of their impacton the race Glaring discrepancies
far beyond the margn of error of exit polls and pre-elecion polls, and the confounding of the expected
elecoral dynamics, producedreaults that had the precise impact of prolonging ard intersifying the
nomination battle. Hadthe primary election reaults jibed with those independent measuresard
expectations, it would long since have beenwrapped up.

Anyone actually in a position to take advartage of the vag array of secuity vulnerahilitiesin the
computersthat run our elections would have anobviousinteres in remaining undetected The safeg path
would be to take only what you needto achieve your bottom-line goal, and not one vote more. Anything
beyond adds risk without reward

Thus, in keepng with our hypotheds that the fundamenrtal goal of primary contes electoral maripulation
wasto creat Opausible defeatitilityOfor the Demacratic ticketin November, we would expectlittle
additional maripulation in the lag stagesof the Demccratic conted. It is apparent thatan Obamadefeat
in November (and more extensive Democratic lossesin down-ballot raceg canbe spun asaplausible
consequence of the intra-party strife thathasalreads beendepcted asweakening the party and its
nominee,and of apparernt Obama weaknessesexposedin the course of the grueling nomination battle.

With such a cover story safely in place evenanaggainst-the-odds Republican OvctoryOin November
could be successfully spun and sold to the cardidates their parties the meda, and the voters

The QMlystery AdjustmentOFactor in Polling

One final observation concerning the pre-election polling that sets expectations for candidates the
mainstrean meda, ard the votersthemslves We are deefy concernedthat thes polls too paint a false

® Weighted, 1421 respondents, approximate margin of error 3%.



backdrop against which the signs of computerizedelectoral manipulation by insiderswill appear
diminished in magitude over time, or evendisappea.

The reason for this concernis obviously not thatthe fraternity of pollstersareknowingly actng to support
or conceal systematic computerizedelecioral maripulation, but rather that pollsterssimply camot expect
to stayin business if they consistertly fail to predct the OaatalOelectoral results. The worst problem for
apollsteristo be consistertly OdfOin the same direction. Put arother way, pollstersarenot paid for
acheving some abstract statistical purity but rather for accuate predctionsN however acheved

If one placesone<lf in the position of a pollster who, time and again, is facedwith reaultsthat are, say 6
P 8% more Republicanthantheir predctions, or shiftedin the direction the right wing would desre, it
becamesclear that one would begn making a Onystery adustmertOto whatever data emergesfrom a
cleansurvey methodology.

Swchanadustmert canbe eadly gererated by changesin demagraphic weighting that canatleas in part
be justifiedby reliance on data emergng from previous elecions, themselvesmaripulated Call it a fudge
factor if you will, but it keeps the pollsterin business while failing to make such a correction would be
professional suicide.

By way of corroboration of this phenomenon, in public dialogue with a major-party polling consultart the
following shocking admission wasmade: if the Democratic candidate is not leadng by 10% going into
the elecion in their internal polling, they expect the race to be a toss-up. Thisinternal cardidate polling
isN unlike polls publishedfor public consumptionN intendedto paint a ruthlessly accurate picture of
conteg dynamicsto help the party prioritize expenrsive get-out-the-vote drivesand lag-minute meda
blitzes The fact thatevenmajor-party pollstersmust adjust their own reaults to account for the Onystery
swingOto the right is a strong indication that much the samedistorting protocal is alread/ being emdoyed
in public pre-election polling.

When man pulated elections serve asthe calibration tool for pre-election polling, we lose yet another
independent check mechanism on the offi cial computerizedvote talulation process. This only deepens the
crisis.

Conclusion

Electon theft is certainly hardto prove, with virtually all hardevidence withheld asproprietary; and even
well-supported allegations by credble journalists, computer sciertists, secuity professionals and election
integity acivists aregivena wide berth by both the mainstreammeda and the edalished political
powers of both major parties

Evenwith the limitedtools at our disposal, we keepdiscovering eviderceN in pre-elecion polls, exit
polls, and publishedelecion reaults Exthatis consistent with a pattern of widegpread covert maripulation
of vote counts.

We will continueto invegigate and report these anomaliesuntil athorough and unblinking invegigation
of suspicious reaultsis undertakenby those in position to collectthe additional evidence neededto
edalish incontrovertible proof. But since mary of those in the beg position to invedigate election
anomaliesarethemslveselected offi cials, our beg hope may be to follow the recernt examgde of Ireland
and the NetherlandsN dispense with voting computers and simply count our own paper ballots by hard.



